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Z The MAILING DATE of this communi cation appears on the cover sheet with the corresponaence aaaress - 

CSndfflKlSS:'?2Ta tim^^^^^^^^ o! Ajpill (with appeal fee); or (3) a timely filed Request for Contmued 

Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

PFRIQD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 
^\ n The Deriod for reply expires months from the mailing date of the frnal rejection. 

have been filed is the date for purposes of determin.ng ttie P^"°thlrtfni^ the final oZ^ action; or (2) as set forth in 

SSe:if^r.2™e^^^^^ 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

1 □ A Notice of Appeal was filed on . Appellant's Brief must be ^'^d «jt»^'".^»'7^«riod set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a). or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)). to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 
2.n The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better fom, for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 
issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present addifional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 
NOTE: . 



3.n Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): 



would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 



4.n Newly proposed or amended claim(s) _ 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 
5 S The a)n affidavit, b)^ exhibit, or cM request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 

application in condifion for allowance because: see attachment . 
6.n The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 
7 □ For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) «)□ will not be entered or b)n wni be entered and an 

explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 
Claim(s) allowed: 



Claim(s) objected to: 

Claim(s) rejected: 17-22 . 
Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 



is a)n approved or b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 



8.n The proposed drawing correction filed on _ 
9 13 Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s^ 
10.n Other: gREWMlU-S 
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Applicant's argument 

1 Combination of Hong and Papasouiiotis is improper because Hong is directed to PEC 
and Papasouiiotis is directed to HD CVD and Papasouiiotis suggests that there may be no 
expectation of success in using dep/etch/dep as taught by Hong. 

2 Combination of Becker with Hong and Papasouiiotis is improper because language in 
office action does not agree with the teaching of Becker. 



Examiners response: 

1 Papasouiiotis does not teach away either from Hong or the application and suggests 
improvement to the simple dep/etch/dep process of Hong in the same way as done by the 
applicant. Both recognized the dep/etch/dep process to be a prior art and having limitations in 
filling gap of higher aspect ratios. 

2 It would be obvious to lower the temperature to ambient after deposition step and before 
etch step because after deposition, gases and other process variables have to be changed, in 
preparation for etch step and keeping high temperature while process conditions are settlmg 
could be damaging to the substrate. Examiners reference of Becker (US 6015760 Col 2 line 36- 
44 further referring to Lee M Loewenstein) was only to provide evidence that the etch rate 
depended on temperature. Office action did not rely on the relation ship of selectivity of etch to 
temperature. 



